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STATE OF OHIO 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

COLUMBUS 43215 

JAMES A. RHODES 

GOVERNOR 

Dr. Robert C. Seamans, Jr. 
Administrator 
Energy Research and Development Administration 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Dr. Seamans: 

March 24, 1976 

I have been aware for some time that one of ERDA's high priority 
missions is the production of synthetic pipeline gas (SNG) from coal. I have 
been particularly pleased with this because Ohio's industry is dependent on 
gas and Ohio is a major producer of coal. 

I was therefore particularly pleased to learn from your recent request 
for proposals for demonstration plants for SNG from coal has elicited a response 
from the Continental Oil Company who has selected Ohio as the preferred location. 

The purpose of this letter is to assure you my wholehearted support to 
the proposal on my own behalf and that of the State of Ohio. My reasons for this 
support are as follows: 

First, the shortage of natural gas in the State of Ohio is well documented. 
We need and must have coal gasification. 

Second, I support it because after reviewing the five proposals you are · 
now evaluating, the proposed project from Conoco is unmatched in merit for 
the following reasons: 

The technology proposed, that is the moving bed-slagging 
gasifier, is the best conceivable answer to convert our 
Appalachian coals to SNG. 

This is certainly true in the demonstration program which will 
thereby open the door to continued improvement as the system 
is applied to ever larger SNG plants. 
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Dr. Robert C. Seamans, Jr. -2- March 24, 1976 

I view the extremely strong technical base of this proposal as 
the essential feature. The process has obviously been well 
tested on a large enough scale to guarantee the successful 
completion of the project on schedule. The nation needs a 
project on whose demonstration we can count with assurance. 
This proposal provides that assurance. 

Thirdly, I support the proposal because it not only has good and safe 
technology, but I know that the participating companies involved in its execution 
have an excellent record of fulfilling their commitments. This applies to all 
phases of the complex job. All are well covered; the provision of coal, the 
competence of Conoco as contractor and operator of the plant and the technical 
support from British Gas, Lurgi and Foster Wheeler. 

Furthermore, one of our major Ohio gas companies has offered to 
negotiate for the purchase and sale of the gas within the state of Ohio through 
their existing network. 

I call your attention to the fact that the project is supported by a consortium 
comprising a majority of all the largest gas companies in the United States. 
There is no question about the financial capability of the consortium. 

In short, I do not believe any SNG can be produced at equal cost or with 
equal assurance of success by any other project. 

I hope that in making a decision, ERDA will recognize that all of the above 
would not be sufficient unless the project were indeed welcome at the proposed 
site. In this context we are proud of the site advantages Ohio has to offer. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 

A large skilled and willing labor force. 
A nearby, presently adequate and expandable water supply. 
An expandable plant site. 
Excellent major highway and good secondary road system. 
Minimum coal transportation costs. 
Convenient waste disposal. 
Nearby major rail transportation. 
A minimum of negative environmental issues. 
Long-term and expandable coal supply. 
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A healthy and enthusiastic community environment. 
A positive state and local community attitude to plan( 
construction. 
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Dr. Robert C. Seamans, Jr. -3- March 24, 1976 

I would like to reiterate the welcome of the State to the ERDA/Conoco 
plant. You can be assured that the State v.ill continue to work with you in the 
successful implementation and culmination of this coal gasification project. 
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UNITED STATES 

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: JIM CANNON 
FRANK ZARB 

FROM: ROBERT W. FRI~ 
SUBJ: California Initiative 

March 26, 1976 

I assume you will be putting together some thoughts for the 
President on the California Initiative following our meeting on the 
subject. Accordingly, I pass along the attached speech which I gave 
at the Commonwealth Club of San Francisco a couple months ago. 

The speech makes three arguments that were touched on in the meeting, 
and so I thought it might be grist for your mills. The arguments are: 

(1) We need to use all forms of energy available to us because 
the consequences of overemphasizing any one source (e.g. coal, offshore 
drilling) are unacceptable. 

(2) The Federal government, particularly under this President, now 
has an aggressive program to resolve any remaining uncertainties surrounding 
nuclear power. 

(3) The nuclear question is too complex to leave the zealots on either 
side of the issue; what is required is reasonable debate by the majority. 

The thrust of the speech is pro-nuclear, and, although it was widely 
distributed around talifornia, I have had no negative reaction on the pro­
nuclear aspects of the speech. I have used similar arguments in other 
talks in California, and elsewhere, and have gotton a good reaction. 

All this leads me to believe that Federal spokesmen can be strongly 
pro-nuclear in California without running afoul of the allegation that we 
are intruding into state affairs. I also suspect that the President can take 
the additional step of opposing nuclear moritoriums generally. However, I 
have my doubts that a head-on confrontation with the particular initiative 
in California is worth the potential risk involved. The message can get 
across quite clearly without actually saying the words. 

I have also attached some Q's and A's on 
oyr staff, and which may prove of some use. 
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ALLEGATIONS RELATED TO SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY IN 
THE CALIFORNIA INITIATIVE ISSUE 

1. ALLEGATION: Expansion of nuclear power industry will require police state 
to prevent diversion. 

FACTS: - Actual security force required by say 250 light water (LW) uranium reactors 
---- and supporting industry would total about 5,000, a negligible increase 

when compared to the 500,000 policemen currently involved in U. S. law 
enforcement. 

2. ALLEGATION: Nuclear material cannot be adequately protected in transportation. 

FACTS: - Most nuclear material transported in early future years will be low en-
----- riched uranium used to fuel reactors. Even if hijacked, it is not readily 

suitable for conversion to a nuclear explosive or to use as a carcino­
genic sabotage agent (materials such as plutonium are carcinogens and 
not toxic material). Spent fuel rods are generally stored on site. 

- There has been developed reasonably priced transportation technology now 
in use for weapons transport which provides heavily secured vehicles with 
immobilization and cargo protection features. Such technology is avail­
able for safeguarding any particularly critical materials that might have 
to be transported for future designs. 

3. ALLEGATION: Power reactors are vulnerable to sabotage which could expose the 
public to dangerous radioactivity. 

FACTS: - Power reactors are inherently resistant to sabotage due to massive 
------ structure of plant and safety features designed to cope with abnormal 

operations or accidents. This, with additional physical protection 
required, makes sabotage success highly unlikely. 

4. ALLEGATION: Safeguards in the nuclear industry are not adequate to prevent 
illegal diversion or sabotage of weapons grade material. 

FACTS: - Present safeguards providing in-depth physical protection measures 
including fences, alarms, guards and barriers are adequate for uranium 
LW power reactors and for spent fuel rods neither of which are attractive 
for weapons application or malevolent dispersal. 

- There has been designed safeguard systems for future type reactors which 
provide adequate additional features which will be available when needed. 

5. ALLEGATION: Continued expansion of peaceful uses of nuclear power would only 
result in proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

FACTS: - International safeguards have been developed to deter a nation from 
----- diverting nuclear materials for peaceful uses into weapons. The 
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risk of detection is extremely high. Any attempt by a nation would 
abrogate agreements of cooperation and risk eventual shutdown of his 
power reactors unless an indigenous nuclear source provided the material 
for fuel elements. 

6. ALLEGATION: There have been incidents where highly enriched uranium in large 
quantities have been diverted from production plants involved in 
manufacturing nuclear fuel. 

FACTS: - There is no evidence that any such material has ever been diverted. 
---- Larger than normal operating losses have occurred in several instances 

as a result of inadvertent or measurement errors. However, backup 
measurements have detected the losses and identified the cause. 

7. ALLEGATION: Malcontents and terrorists can make safeguards systems ineffective. 

FACTS: - Design of defense-in-depth with multiple detection capability and 
----- counter-actions allow for single or multiple human failure while still 

accomplishing the objective of preventing theft of nuclear material. 

8. ALLEGATION: Plutonium produced in nuclear power reactors will allow numerous 
opportunities for terrorist and malevolent use. 

FACTS: - Plutonium in fuel elements from the LWR's will for the most part be 
----- stored on-site. It is locked into the fuel elements and inaccessible 

due to high radiation levels until chemically separated. 

- For mixed oxide fuel which may come into use after a few years the 
material is in highly diluted form and is difficult to separate for 
weapons• use or use as a carcinogenic agent. 

9. ALLEGATION: Plutonium generated in nuclear power reactors presents unparalleled 
toxic material. 

FACTS: - Plutonium is not a toxic but, at suitable levels within the lung, can 
---- be carcinogenic. 

- High concentrations of plutonium have been in use in U. S. weapons 
programs for more than 25 years without fatal incidents. 

- Many common chemicals and biological toxics can be used to create 
hazards with greater ease and more rapid effectiveness than plutonium. 
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